Similarly, in his 1988 more expansive yet precise definition of Rewritten Bible, Philip Alexander includes as one of his defining characteristics that it both be based on a scriptural narrative and take the form of narrative itself.3 Eventually, however, this narrative requirement was loosened, if not eliminated, thereby allowing the inclusion of the Temple Scroll as the sole legal exemplar of Rewritten Bible, especially as argued by Moshe Bernstein,4 and followed by Sidnie White Crawford, who states (after having compared the Temple Scroll to Jubilees):
The entire focus of the Temple Scroll is on legal matters; it contains almost no narrative material. My argument that the Temple Scroll belongs in the category Rewritten Scripture thus pushes the bounds of that definition beyond that given by Geza Vermes. I think it is legitimate to do that, however, since the author/redactor of the Temple Scroll uses the same techniques found in narrative texts to demonstrate that the extrapentateuchal legislation that he embraces was also given by God to Moses at the time of the Sinaitic revelation.5
All of this is set within an overarching scriptural narrative arc, of which she says, speaking of the author/redactor:
He also follows in his broad outline for the work the order of the canonical Torah, beginning with Exodus 34 and ending with Deuteronomy 23, although within the body of the text he moves around from book to book.6 3 Philip S. Alexander, "Retelling the Old Testament," in It is Written However, elsewhere Crawford argues that the overarching structure of the Temple Scroll is determined by its conceptual progression "from the most holy (the Temple and its ritual) to the less holy (ordinary life in the land)."7 It is precisely the intersection of the scriptural and conceptual arcs that is so interesting in the compositional and exegetical creativity of the Temple Scroll at both the macro and micro textual levels.
My question is whether in regarding the Temple Scroll as the sole legal exemplar of the rubric Rewritten Bible (the price of admission being to argue for its broad correspondence to the pentateuchal narrative), we constrain our ability to recognize other aspects of its specifically legal structure and rhetoric that would align it with aspects of other legal texts of the late Second Temple period (or beyond), which would not usually be considered to fall within the category, except if so expanded as to become a meaningless delineator.
Similar risks, of course, inhere in the opposite effort, that is, limiting the category to very few examplars, and to expect each to fall squarely within any one rubric. To give one example, in Vermes's final edition of The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English8 he includes the Temple Scroll in the division "The Rules," that is legal texts, placing it between the War Scroll and 4QMMT, rather than within the division "Bible Interpretation," where it could have kept company with 4QReworked Pentateuch and the Genesis Apocryphon, or, for that matter, in the division "Biblically Based Apocryphal Works," where it could have cohabited with Jubilees.9 Any of these would, it seems to me, have made sense, with each highlighting different literary, rhetorical, and ideological aspects of the Temple Scroll and different affinities (or disaffinities) with other texts commonly included within these divisions. 
Arranging Laws by Topical Affinities
I shall next focus on a persistent aspect of the Temple Scroll which links it to both other texts of Rewritten Bible and to other legal texts more broadly that would not be normally admitted to that category, that being the arrangement of laws according to their topical affinities with one another. While this process of topical conglomeration is minimally evident within the multiple legal codes of the Torah, it becomes much more evident and extensive (and explicitly claimed) in a variety of texts of the late Second Temple period (and beyond). The earliest wholesale evidence for this is to be found in the final two chapters of the book of Jubilees.10 After narrating the story of the Exodus from Egypt, Jubilees gathers laws of Passover from a variety of biblical locations, adds some biblically unattested Passover rules, and presents them as a coherent unit (49:1-23), with the heading, "Remember the commandment which the Lord commanded you concerning the Passover …" (49:1). This is followed by a similar grouping and expansion of Sabbath laws (50:1-13 cf. 2:25-33 in the context of narrating Creation) on the narrative occasion of the Israelites' arrival at the Wilderness of Sin (Exod 16:1), one stop before Mt. Sinai (as is explicitly stated in Jub. 50:1), again beginning with a heading, "And behold the commandment of the sabbaths I have written for you and all the judgements of its laws (50:6)." Thus, as much as Jubilees distributes a variety of legal traditions across its narrative span, here it uses the scriptural narrative occasions of the first two instances of collective law-giving (instructions for the observance of the first Passover and the listing of Sabbath rules with respect to the gathering of the manna), to collect an assortment of laws which are otherwise scattered throughout Scripture and to integrate them seamlessly with those that are not scriptural at all, with little if any explicit exegetical linking of the latter to the former.11 For example (Jub. 50:7-8):
10 I assume that these chapters were part of the ancient composition of Jubilees, without speculating at what point they might have been included. On this question more broadly for Jubilees, see Eibert J. C. Every man who will profane this day, who will lie with his wife, and whoever will discuss a matter that he will do on it so that he might make on it a journey for any buying or selling, and whoever draws water on it, which was not prepared for him on the sixth day, and whoever lifts up anything that he will carry to take out of his tent or from his house, let him die.12
Likewise, but now narratively detached, the Damascus Document contains a substantial core of laws, organized as serakhim, or topically grouped collections of rules, including both biblical laws and sectarian rules for communal organization and judicial and penal procedures. As in Jubilees, one of the longest of these serakhim contains twenty-six rules concerning prohibited activities on the Sabbath, gathered from throughout the Torah and organized under the heading, "Concerning the Sabbath to observe it according to its law" (CD X, 14). Similarly, "This is the rule for the Judges of the Congregation" (CD X, 4) and "This is the rule for the Guardian of the camp" (CD XIII, 7). Presumably, these groupings of laws under topical headings facilitated their usefulness, whether for didactic study or administrative reference, but more likely the former given the non-comprehensive scope of its contents. If so, they could have served as convenient digests of rules for the social settings of either nightly study of laws or the annual renewal of the covenant in the third month, to suggest just two.13 Similarly, the internal communal rules of the yaḥad in Serekh Hayaḥad are organized under topical rubrics denoted by the word serekh in 1QS V, 1-X, 8, e.g., "This is the rule for the men of the Community …" (1QS V, 1), to pick just the first such topical legal cluster. The Second Temple writer who goes the furthest in systematically organizing the dispersed laws of the Pentateuch according to topical groupings is Philo of Alexandria, who, in his On the Special Laws, employs the Ten Commandments as "headings" (with each one also serving as a cardinal virtue) under which to organize the miscellaneous laws drawn from throughout the Pentateuch, just as the specific laws of Exod 21-24 follow immediately upon the Ten Commandments of Exod 20.14 However, upon completing his discussion of those laws that he has included under the rubric of the tenth commandment, Philo constructs a collection of laws bearing on "justice" (δικαιοσύνη), largely, but not exclusively drawn from Deut 16:18-18:22, which he was unable previously to include. Here is how he explains this additional topical grouping of laws, outside of the organizing structure of the Ten Commandments (Spec. Laws 4.133-135 [LCL]): § 133 Τούτων μὲν δὴ ἅλις. οὐδεῖ δ' ἀγνοεῖν, ὅτι ὥσπερ ἰδίᾳ ἑκάστῳ τῶν δέκα συγγενῆ τινα τῶν ἐπὶ μέρους ἐστίν, ἃ πρὸς ἕτερον γένος οὐδεμίαν ἔχει κοινωνίαν, οὕτως ἔνια κοινὰ πάντων συμβέβηκεν, οὐχ ἑνὶ ἢ δυσίν, ὡς ἔπος εἰπεῖν, τοῖς δὲ δέκα λογίοις ἐφαρμόττοντα § 134 ταῦτα δ' εἰσὶν αἱ κοινωφελεῖς ἀρεταί· καὶ γὰρ ἕκαστος ἰδίᾳ τῶν δέκα χρησμῶν καὶ κοινῇ πάντες ἐπὶ φρόνησιν καὶ δικαιοσύνην καὶ θεοσέβειαν καὶ τὸν ἄλλον χορὸν τῶν ἀρετῶν ἀλείφουσι καὶ προτρέπουσι, βουλαῖς μὲν ἀγαθαῖς ὑγιαίνοντας λόγους, λόγοις δὲ σπουδαίας πράξεις συνείροντες, ἵνα τὸ ψυχῆς ὄργανον εὐαρμόστως ὅλον δι' ὅλων συνηχῇ πρὸς ἐμμέλειαν βίου καὶ συμφωνίαν ἀνεπίληπτον § 135 περὶ μὲν οὖντῆς ἡγεμονίδος τῶν ἀρετῶν, εὐσεβείας καὶ ὁσιότητος, ἔτι δὲ καὶ φρονήσεως καὶ σωφροσύνης εἴρηται πρότερον, νυν ἰδὲ περὶτῆς ἐπιτηδευούσης ἀδελφὰ καὶ συγγενῆ ταύταις δικαιοσύνης λεκτέον. § 133 Enough then of this. But we must not fail to know that, just as each of the ten separately has some particular laws akin to it having nothing in common with any other, there are some things common to all which fit in not with some particular number such as one or two but with all the ten Great Words. § 134 These are the virtues of universal value. For each of the ten pronouncements separately and all in common incite and exhort us to wisdom and justice and godliness and the rest of the company of virtues, with good thoughts and intentions combining wholesome words, and with words actions of true worth, that so the soul with every part of its being attuned may be an instrument making harmonious music so that life becomes a melody and a concert in which there is no faulty note. § 135 Of the queen of the virtues, piety or holiness, we have spoken earlier and also of wisdom and temperance. Our theme must now be she whose ways are close akin to them, that is justice.
In effect, Philo argues that the laws of justice are so constitutive of the system of virtues (and laws) as a whole, that they cannot be assigned to any single rubric, but must constitute an overarching one of their own. Interestingly, it is the very same range of laws (similarly based overall on Deut 16-18, which Josephus refers to as the Mosaic "constitution" [πολιτεία] ) that elicits from him the need to justify his gathering them and arranging them under a single topical rubric, interrupting thereby the flow of his narrative account of Moses's life, just prior to his swan song (Deut 32) and death (Deut 34) (Ant. Here then is the code of those laws of ours which touch our political constitution. As for those which he has left us in common concerning our mutual relations, these I have reserved for that treatise on "Customs and Causes," which God helping, it is our intention to compose after the present work.
Apparently, God did not help, since we do not have Josephus's projected "Customs and Causes," which we might reasonably assume would have been topically grouped and ordered. What I find most interesting and striking here is Josephus's expressed need to preempt (and thereby draw attention to) what he anticipates to be the criticisms of his "countrymen" for having tampered with/improved upon revelation as recorded by Moses (from direct divine dictation) by shaping the "scattered" (σποράδην) laws into a coherent "constitution" (much as Maimonides, a millennium later, sought to do, albeit much more extensively and with respect to talmudic law, in the introduction to his Mishneh Torah To a laborer who took his basket and went forth. When he found wheat, he put some in the basket; when he found barley, he put that in; spelt, he put that in; lentils, he put them in. Upon returning home he sorted out the wheat by itself, the barley by itself, the beans by themselves, the lentils by themselves. This is how Rabbi ʿAkiḅa acted, and he arranged the whole Torah in rings." 16 Compare Philo, Moses, 2.40, where he says that someone fluent in Hebrew (Chaldaean) and Greek would be unable to detect any differences between the Hebrew biblical original and its Greek translation (of the Septuagint ).While some of the changes here appear to be for the sake of greater internal consistency (e.g., ‫,סוס‬ horse, consistently in the singular), the inclusion of ‫למלחמה‬ ("for war") seeks to specify that the purpose (perhaps already implicit) of prohibiting return to Egypt is to preclude warfare (and plunder), perhaps thereby allowing it for other purposes (e.g., for trade).25 In these regards, the passage so far resembles more closely Reworked Pentateuch than Rewritten Bible, at least of the more expansive type of the latter and may be thought of as a variant text. The author/redactor's method can be discerned through mention of just three of these topics as examples. Deut 17:17's prohibition of the king's having "many wives" is hardly sufficient to suggest a section on the laws relating to the Queen. Yet the Temple Scroll does precisely this, drawing on and integrating many other verses from throughout Scripture28 so as to include rules prohibiting the king from marrying a gentile woman, requiring him to take a wife from his "father's family," prohibiting him from having more than one wife during her lifetime, but permitting remarriage after her death.
Similarly, while Deut. 17:16, in the reworked version provided by the Temple Scroll (LVI, 16), prohibits the King from returning the people to Egypt for purposes of war, the Temple Scroll in its self-contained Law of the King draws on many verses from elsewhere in Scripture29 to provide a set of rules for royal warfare: the mustering of armies of different sizes depending on the scale of the threat from foreign troops and whether the war is defensive or offensive, the division of the booty, and inquiring of the High Priest, who seeks the oracular guidance of the Urim and Tummim. Thirdly, while unattested in the king pericope of Deut 17:14-20, the Temple Scroll's self-contained Law of the King requires the king to be subservient to a royal council, mainly comprised of priests and Levites, whose approval he must seek in all matters of judgment and law. The only explicit tie here to the king pericope of Deuteronomy is the expression in the Temple Scroll (LVII, 14), ‫מהמה‬ ‫לבבו‬ ‫ירום‬ ‫ולוא‬ ("so that his heart not be lifted above them [= the members of the council])", which is a relocating and re-construing of Deut 17:20, ‫י‬ ‫ֹּתִ‬ ‫לְ‬ ‫בִ‬ ‫לְ‬ ‫יו‬ ָ ‫ח‬ ‫אֶ‬ ‫מֵ‬ ‫בוֹ‬ ‫בָ‬ ‫רוּם-לְ‬ ("so that his heart not be lifted above his brothers [= his fellow Israelites]"). This is consistent with the Temple Scroll's persistent elevation of the authority of the priests (and Levites) throughout. Note that Yadin thinks that the royal council here, with its tripartite composition, derives from the composition of the high court of referral in the previous scriptural pericope (Deut 17:8-13, esp. 17:9, to which I will return momentarily).30 Even so, Michael Wise identifies two other verses, Num 1:44 and 2 Chr 19:8, as contributing to the midrashic mix.
As we have seen, in this case, and as could be reinforced by other examples, the Temple Scroll has created (or inserted) a highly coherent collection of laws, here grouped together for their common application to the king. However, its inclusion here required the opening of a space in Deut 17:18, after ‫ֹאת‬ ‫ז‬ ‫הַ‬ ‫ה‬ ָ ‫ֹּתוֹר‬ ‫,הַ‬ in a manner more in keeping with the Reworked Pentateuch, except that here the insertion is not just of one word (as with the insertion of ‫למלחמה‬ in 11QTa LVI, 16), but of a whole unit (three full columns) of topically grouped laws. Thus, two distinct forms of legal interpretation-Rewritten/Reworked Bible and the topical groupings of laws (proto-Mishnah)-are here combined in an inter-dependent manner that renders classification more complex than simply checking the appropriate box.
The Case of the High Court of Referral
Provisions are made in Deut 17:8-13 for a high court of referral, to which would come cases that were too difficult (or lacked precedent) to be adjudicated by lower, local courts, once Israel had settled in the land of Canaan. This court bears some similarities to, as well as major differences from, and is likely exegetically dependent upon, three earlier wilderness narratives. In those, Moses, unable to bear the burdens of judging all cases of internal conflict alone, establishes a court or council to hear such cases, only the most difficult or significant of which would be referred to him for adjudication, which he would decide via divine communication or by oracular means.31 In contrast to its scriptural antecedents, the high court of Deut 17:8-13 is noteworthy both for its relative autonomy and for its being located in the single ‫מקום‬ ("place") chosen by God. 41 The Temple Scroll may be seeking to limit the role of the high court to deciding only cases of civil dispute referred up to it from local courts, thereby excluding from its purview broader legislative decisions that are not so occasioned. This is in striking contrast to the assignment of broader legislative functions to the Sanhedrin in early rabbinic literature, which institution's authority is similarly grounded in Deut 17:8-13.42 Whether or not, or to what extent, it is advisable to read the Temple Scroll in light of later rabbinic exegeses of Deut 17:8-13 is a question with which I deal in my fuller study of this section of the Temple Scroll in relation to early rabbinic interpretation of the same biblical passage (see above, n. 31).
Yigael Yadin, in comments to his edition of the Temple Scroll,43 interprets the interpolation of ‫באמת‬ ‫לכה‬ ‫ויגידו‬ ‫התורה‬ ‫מספר‬ as follows: "There is virtually no doubt that these changes were designed to prohibit the fixing of any law according to oral tradition, i.e., any law not written and interpreted in the Pentateuch." And again, " [T] here is a plainly polemical element, castigating those who do not 'declare in sincerity' according to the Torah." Although he does not mention them by name, Yadin would appear to be alluding to the Pharisees as the purveyors of "oral tradition," against whom the Temple Scroll is polemicizing by requiring the court's rulings to derive directly from the written Torah "in truth."44 Since there is, it seems to me, nothing inherently polemi-cal in the language of the Temple Scroll, and since we have no direct evidence for how the Pharisees would have interpreted Deut 17:8-13, Yadin's confident claim can only be tested by looking at how the earliest rabbinic commentary to Deuteronomy interprets these same verses, which I do in the aforementioned articles of mine.45 Nevertheless, the Temple Scroll's emphasis, through subtle but significant textual emendation, on deriving law from "the book of the Torah," and doing so "in truth," suggests that for the author/redactor of the Temple Scroll, the high court of referral was not as autonomous of revealed truth as the biblical text (and its early rabbinic exposition) might suggest. In this, it is consistent with the sectarian Dead Sea Scrolls' widespread emphasis on the revelatory "truth" of their prescribed teachings and practices throughout.46
Conclusions
The broadening of the rubric Rewritten Bible (with all of its difficulties) so as to include a legal text such as the Temple Scroll is, it seems to me, advantageous. However, the fact that the Temple Scroll is the only such extensive legal text that qualifies for inclusion is also problematic, as is any category of one. It should not inhibit us from acknowledging that the "rewriting" of a narrative scriptural text and the same of a legal text respond to different intellectual needs and accomplish different rhetorical goals, although not entirely. Nor should it blind us to the fact that a major aspect of the Temple Scroll's Rewritten Bible is the grouping of laws according to topical rubrics (and not according to the progression of a narrative plot), something for which we have seen several analogues in late Second Temple literature (as in the later Mishnah), some of which might fit within the rubric of Rewritten Bible (as currently defined), whereas others of which (as whole redacted texts) clearly do not. As we have seen, several of these texts (e.g., Jubilees, and now the Temple Scroll) are of mixed styles and methods (e.g., Rewritten Bible, reworked Pentateuch, and topically grouped laws), which should not be smoothed over in the desire to fit each within in a single genus or species. In short, the Temple Scroll alerts us that such generic nooks are only useful so long as they remain nuanced, fluid, and porous, but also mutually sustaining. Thus, in two cases that we examined in some detail (and presumably many others), we might ask how the ("mere") topical grouping of biblical laws, notwithstanding Josephus's preemptive apology for the practice, provides structural cover for the introduction of more farreaching (and tendentious) ideological "rewritings" of scriptural law, as in the Temple Scroll's placing of the king under the authority of a priestly council, and its subsuming of the priestly high court to the authority of the Torah, as transmitted in (sectarian) "truth."
